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ABSTRACT ‘ v e,
The art of relating educational research to public
pollcy is still primitive. Educational policy is forped malnly by
tradition and the political pressure of interest groups, while .
educatiqnal researchers study questions' determined by the scientific '
comnunity. Educational research has not noticeably influenced pollcy

.3 because trained reséarchers have been too few, resources too llmlted,

and. ef;orts too fragmented. The peed for 111um1nat1ng educational
policy by research is great, and the s1tuat10n is becoming serious. -
The Califormia Beginning Teach r Evaluatlon Study, which illustrates
cooperatlon between educational pollcy nakers and researchers

includes these aspécts: (1) the study is a genuine cooperat;ve .

.- venture between the pclicy makers and researchers; (2) it has hal
sufficient fundlng from the several million -'dollars available to.
develop new prcgrams; (3) the res ch and its eventual appllcatlon
requires time, which is available; (4) the study has beén flexible in
its planning and 1mplementat10n stages; (5) the policy nmakers and the
researchers meet together’continupusly, and each teaches the’ other;

(6) the ptoject has had continued advice, to which it has llstened
from a broad spectrum of persons on a research advisory, board; (7)
the research and policy effort has been contlnuous,'and (8) the

. project is taking advantage of spinoffs. If this study is a good

. example of research relevant to publig policy, then educators are

. moving from a primitive state of organi21ng research and policy.

»

(SK)

' )

4

' 101 . ERIC makes every

. Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublixhed terials not available from other $ources
effort to obtain thce1 best copy available: Nevertheless, items of marginal reproducibﬂﬁ) are often @anfountered and this affects the
quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes availgble via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS):
EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from

the original. \
. ’ ' |




082

-

t
-

ED126

. Stanford Centcr\.for Research and Development in Teac;ﬁng
School of Education, Stanford Usriversity
K , Stanford, €aki :

.
]

s’ "
Occasional Paper No. 12 )

. D
. [

»

. |

-

4

25/

-~
a7

S50

ww
)
gy o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. _ EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND PUBLIC POLIGY:

. [

e

PROBLEMS AND PROMISE R

- L4 v
Robert. N.” Bush ~ i -
V\— § '
.
v . - . - N
. . .
June 1976
LRI 1 -
A e s - !

TV 'S OEPARTMENTOF HEALTH,
. ‘. % EOUC N & WELFARE
— NAT INSTITUTE OF
B . . - EDUCATION

pu - ‘ YHIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- L
eucso EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM <
B HE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
. . ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
s EDUCATION POSITION O POLICY
Py bl

- * -
~3¢‘ 3

< . .
Published by the Stanford Center for Research an:i Devél‘opmenf in
Teaching, supported in part as a research and development center by
funds from the National Institute of Education, U. S. Department
,Of Health, Education, and.Welfare. The opinions expresged in this
publication do not necessarily reflect the position, policy, or endorse-
ment of the National Institute of Education.

v




Y

P

Introductory Statement

> . N .
\

“

The mission of the Stanford Center for Research and Development
in Teaching is to improve teaching in American schools. Current major

operations include three research ahd development programs--Teaching -

Effectiveness, The Environment.for-Teaching, and Teaching and Llinguistic
Pluralism--and two programs combining reseazch and technical assistance, |,
the Stanford Urban/Rural Leadership Training Institute and the Hoovex/
_Stanford Teacher Corps Project. The ERIC Clearinghouse. on Information
Resources is also a part of the Center. A program of exploratory ‘and re-
lated studies provides for smaller studies not part of the major programs.

v

Thiéﬂpaper sets forth certain characteristics of California's v

‘ Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study which may point ‘the wdy to a more

fruitful interaction between educa®iondl research and public policy.
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. EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND PUBLIC POLICY:

. PROBLEMS AND PROMISE

‘Robert N.\Bush

op P

Let me‘begih by observing that the state of the ,art in relating °
educational research ta pub}jc poiicx is extremely primitive. It is
much:easier to begin with the problems than the promise side,.since

0

there is so much more to talk about.’
Problems

In the wprds of C. P. Snow,‘there are indeed two worlds, ané in
this case, as with oil and water, they seem almost impossibie to mix,~*
They are 11ke theoTy and practice.

The researcher and the policy maker ask dlfferbnt Auestions. As
Fred McDonald stated in the provocativé and illuminating paper he éel..
11vered at the.University of Texas meetlng in October 1975, entitleql
"Research on Teaching and Its Emphasis for Policy Making": '"The re-
searcher may contemplate‘Jumplng the brook, the policy-maker must jump
it." The researcher and the policy maker are bothered by diffferent prob-
lems. They march to different drummers. They speak different 1anguages
Each is shaped by his own set of prioritjies. The pollcy maker must find
an acceptable answer to a pressing probfem. The researcher is answerable
to his colleagues about the reliability/and validity of his instruments,
the adequacy of his sample, the generajlzaballty of his findings, the
elegance of his de51gn——not about the nature and 1mportance of his problem.

Educat10na1 policy is formed ma1n1y by tradition and the p011t1ca1
pressure .of interest groups, not very much illuminated or 1nf1uenced by

éplld information about the potential jefficacy of a partlcular pollcy.

-

-
' .

These remarks were presented at @ symposium on Educational 'Research

and Public Policy at the annual meeting -of the Amerlcan Educat10na1
Research Association, San Francisco, [April 20, 1976

-
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It is more difficult te tell from whence research in education takes
its cues as to the problems it selects for study. But the cues do not
usually come from the policy makers. How researchers phrase their ques-
tions is determined mainly by the scientific community, andﬁgs a result, o
“their findings usually have little to say to the real world of ehe policy
.maker. It is in education,generally_true, as McDonald stated in the paper
just referred to about teaching, that ''It should be obvious that research
on teaching has not reached the point that it can be used to inform
poley decisions in any substantial way:" . ‘

Seldom are the policy questions that need illumination formulated
clearly enough to guides research efforts,f Seldom is there enough time,
money, and favorable environment for the policy maker and the researcher
to work together. Som# of these serious pf%b}ems may be in the process
of solution in the California Beginning Teacher Evaluatlon Study, and I
will comment on them later under the headin} of "promlse.”

Educational reseérch has not ﬁotice@bly influenced policy or prac-
‘ tice for a Varie£{ of reaspns. Trained researchers have been too few, .
the resources too limited, efforts too. fragmented, Research has been:
directeg to small, isolated parts of the total system. /ﬁ?w methodologies
and samﬁles have been so diverse as to preclude cumulative effect; the
methpds have undulx‘copied‘designs from the natural sciences and have
6ften been inappropriate’for the problems under consideration. Until
qdite recently, ﬁmch educatipnal reseafch has been carried on by indi- .
vidual professors and a few graduate students working on doctoral dis-
sertations, whose results were filed only to gather duet on library
shelves. .

éven though the problems are great, the need %or ilIumiﬁgting edu-
cational policy by research is even greater. We repeatedly embark upon
large spending tﬁat stems from assumptions and educational -policies that
have little or no foundation in fact. Both the press and-professional
literature abound with new examples. Stephen Bailey, for example, pointed
to one such situation Ytile“glggussing the efficiency of spending billions
of dollars to help millions of underachievers in odr schools, w1th the i

comment that "the evidence is increasingty clear that our educat10na1
Al ~ A N
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system is wogfully uﬁprepared to use.marginal additional money effectiVely
for the redress of educational disadvantage" (Bailey, 1&70).g Currently, .
there is great emphasis upon '"mainstreaming." In a, recent.issue bf

Education Daily, the testimony of Yale psychelogist Ed@ard Zigler to

.

Congress concerning support for research on the mentally retarded is head-
linéd as "skeptical on mainstreaming." Zigler pointed put that several
years ago experts convinced decision makers thet special education was’
the solution to the proble of training the mentally retarded. Now that
special education is looKed upon as an undeeirable'form of grouping or
segregatioq, the pendulum begins to swing in the opposite direction.
Decision makers are now committing themeglyee to_such concepts as "nor:
malization" hn@'"de-institutionalizatioﬁh under the heading of ''main-

. streaming." Ziéibr\etates: M1 fsin with my senior workers in the field
who view these conceéﬁe little more than slogans that are badly in
need of a data base." it\We\glready f1nd states pa551ng laws mandating
mainstreaming before there are e\?\h351c data to support it. As Zigler
says, "It makes little sense to appr35rrate hundreds of millions of ‘dol-

- lars on questlonable social practices’ and fail to find a few million, for

- researchersgcommltted to dlscoverlng the aétua;\efﬁects of such pracfrces" ¥
. (quoted in Education Daily, March 22, 1976). ‘y\% |

The situation is serious and time may be running out. While T ‘aft
not \one\‘of the prophets of the impending doom of the school syst?l
and

that we in education may not be moving forward fast enough to keep pace

- ’ confess to an increasing disquietude that we may bé’losjng groun

with the surrounding forces. Fred.Hechinger, writing in a recent issue

»

of Saturday Review under an alarming headline entitled, "Murder in Academe:

The Demise of Education,” suggests that as a result of assaults both
from the left and the rlght, educatlon is 11tera11y hanging on the ropes. .

He claims that we have lost our faith in the efflcacy of education in

schools to keep our social system open and th{eep the'streams of.upward

mobility unclogged.
. Re!
Promise . 7
) PR \
There are,’as’I indicate, problems. I could enumerate others, but

perhaps I should leavé a few for my colleagues on the panel. What of . -

- 4 - - .
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the pﬁg:}se side of the ledger?/ First, we are beginning to recognize

3-r

) the pro¥lem. This meeting is dn example. If one studies the AERA agenda,
one sees the word "policy" 2ef more frequently in the iast few years.
Several educational policy ceZters have been established in the last
geeade. More promising even than such centers, which in some cases are ‘
- perhaps too future oriented,fa&e the instances of policy makers spending
more time and resources to hire.researchers to help them answer their
policy questions--and, furfhermore, keeping the researchers to the task.
My chief experience in such a large-scale effort has been with the Cali-
,fornia“Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study. It is a promisihg venture
indeed. What in that experience has led me tbtsuggest that there is
§///’;romise.ahead? Let me list eight aspects that come quickly to mind.
l “*  No doubt there are others that my collgagues on the panel can suggest.
1. The Beginning Teacher Evaluation §tudy is . genuine cooperative
vénture between the policy makers and the researchers. It is a venture
between a federal funding agency (the National Institute of Education),
a state poliéy—making group (the California Commission for Teacher
Preparation and Licensing), an? a large, diverse advisory committee, all .
working closely ‘together.
2. There is money available--several million dollars. We are .
) breaking new territory. Such an effort'always costs more the first
time around, until a prototype has been developed. Later it may be -
possible to have.the kind of research that illuminates policy without
Such substantial expenditures as this one. 7
’ 3. The research and its éventual application rquires Eiég; The
' ~ process cangbt-be hurried, even though pdiicy needs are“ﬁressing. In

most instances, research that will illupinate policy is not a short—term)

affair. : - ’ * .

4. The Beginning Teacher Evalwation Study has been flexible; it
has modified its attack and its plan as it has gone alggg./ It has not
attempted to stay wedded to its original design. »This has caused some
~trayail, but on balance it has been wise to be open, flexible, and

developmental in approach. ' o




5. The policy maker:and the researchers meet together continuously,

and euch teaches the other. In my Judgment there has not been a suf-
ficiently balanced exchange. Thus far the policy makers have done more
listening than talking. The researchers have been more successful at
influencing,the policy makers to change their questions than the policy
makers have been in getting the researchers to modify their efforts to
‘an%wer the questions that are important to the polrcy makers. Nonethe-
w less, there has been a genuine exchange, much more than is typically the
+ case, and it is increasing as the program goes forward.
£ 6. The prOJect has had continyed advice, to which it has llstened

-

from a broad spectrum of persons on a research advisory board. The ad-

vice has not been narrow and QOCtrinaire. The panel includes a wide
range of researchers, a wide range of practitioners, and a wide range
of administrators and policf makers. The research advisory board has
stayed® together for a period of several yéars. They are aLl_folly ac-
quainted with the project over it's long and complicated history. The
advice has not been hit-and®run.

7. The~research an& policy effort has been continuous. We have
stock to the problem persistently. Now, after several years, the project
has reached Phase 111, which is the end of current funding, but already

there is talk about a needed Phase 1v. '

8. The project is taking adwvantage of certain §pin—5ffs. Both
the researchers and the policy makers are asking better kinds of ques-
tions than ever before, questions that eficompass a broader range of ‘
problems than in the beginning. The original policy question was quite
specific: '"What can we learn about teacher behavior that will enable
. us to formulate new teacher licensing requirements?"' Noy a multiple

series of questions are being askep, not just about licensing but also
about preservice‘training, in-service training, and the teacher's role

in the improvement of instruction. This means a recognition on the

part of both the policy'maker and the researcher of the interdependency .
of the different parts of the total teaching:system. We are beginning

to get away from our naive belief that great improvements in education

will spring from piecemeal reforms such as introducing a new.method, a

- -




new license, a new method of instruction, an in-service education program,

the regrouping of learners, organizing teachers into teams, or adbpting

a particular program of instruction. We are beg1nn1ng to recognlze the

importance of compatlble systems in whrch behavior of persons, the media - .

and context of communlcatlons, scheduling of activities, the reward sys-
tem, and many other factors operate to produce effects. This recognition
of the need toqgive atkention to all elements, so crucial to system per-
formance, 1s something new and promising in educatlon. ’

Just as one p1cture is worth a thousand wordsd so too i5 one good
example worth a myrlad theoretical statements. A good exa@g}g,of—résearch
relevant to public _policy may”B’zln the maklng in the,Beglnn1ng Teacher
Evaluation Study of the California Commission for Teacher Preparatlon ‘
and Licensing. If this turns out to be the-case, ;é shall have moved
forward from the priﬁitive state of the art referred to at the beginping

of these remarks. — -
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